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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of the above-identified application is requested in 
view of the following remarks. 

Claims 1-14 are pending in this application, with Claims 1, 8 and 14 being 
independent. 

Examiner Thompson is thanked for the interview with Applicant's attorney on 
March 15, 2007. The arguments made at the interview are set forth below. 

Claims 1-8 and 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,813,178, hereinafter Fujiwara, in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,291,309 to Semasa, hereinafter Semasa. 

The present application relates to an image processing apparatus for 
changing processing methods according to an image attribute, specifically, 
depending on detection of halftone dot image data. 

The Background of Related Art section of the present application states that 
there are three types of image data, namely, character image data, photographic 
image data, and halftone dot image data. The halftone dot image data can include a 
sub-category of character image data. It is desirable to treat the different types of 
image data differently, and specifically, to treat character images in the halftone dot 
image data differently. 

The number of halftone dots that exist in a first region including a target pixel 
is counted from among the halftone dot characteristics sampled by a halftone dot 
characteristic sampling section. A second counter counts the number of edge pixels 
that exist in a second region including the target pixel. Based on the results of the 
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first counter and the second counter , it is discriminated whether or not the target 
pixel belongs to a character region within a halftone dot image. 

The Examiner alleges that Fujiwara discloses a system that discriminates 
whether a target pixel belongs to a character region based on the count results of a 
first counter (alleged to be element 7 in Fujiwara) and the count results of a second 
counter (alleged to be element 5 in Fujiwara). 

According to Fujiwara, based on the output of elements 5 and 7, Fujiwara 
identifies the specific character with recognition portion 10. However, the character 
extracting portion 3 determines whether or not a particular part of the image is a 
character or not. Thus, the characters are extracted by the character extracting 
portion 3 before the boundary direction density calculating portion 5 or the 
background density calculating portion 7 counts any pixels. Accordingly, Fujiwara 
cannot use the elements 5 or 7 to determine if the pixel belongs to a character 
region. 

In the rejection Semasa is also relied upon. Semasa discriminates between a 
continuous-tone pattern (alleged non-halftone dot pattern) and a screened-halftone 
pattern (alleged halftone dot pattern), but does not further discriminate within the 
screened-halftone pattern. Semasa is only concerned with treating the continuous- 
tone pattern differently than the screened-halftone pattern. Column 3, lines 56-60 
states that, i.e., "a region judging and controlling circuit forjudging in which region of 
the letter and figure region, the photograph (continuous-tone) region and the 
screened-halftone region the target pixel is..." 
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Accordingly, neither Fujiwara nor Semasa disclose discriminating whether or 
not the target pixel belongs to a character region within a halftone dot image based 
on the count result of the first counter and the count result of the second counter. 

The Examiner is also respectfully requested to review the arguments set forth 
in the last two responses, which are not repeated herein for purposes of brevity. 

For at least those reasons the rejection of Claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

With respect to claim 5, Applicant submits that the applied art does not teach 
or suggest the subject matter of claim, further including a correction unit that corrects 
image data based on a discrimination result of the discriminator. The Examiner 
alleges that the display of a recognized character corresponds to the claimed 
correction unit. However, the prior art does not correct any data, it merely selects 
character data based on a particular analysis. That is not the same as correcting 
data. 

The rejections of Claims 8 and 14 should be withdrawn for similar reasons 
with regard to similar claim language as Claim 1. 

The rejections of Claims 2-7 and 10-13 should be withdrawn for at least the 
same reasons as Claims 1 , 8 from which they depend. 

Claim 9 is rejected as being unpatentable over Fujiwara in view of Semasa 
and in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,504,949 to Matsukubo. Matsukubo does not 
remedy the deficiencies of the rejection of Claim 8, from which Claim 9 depends. 
Therefore, Claim 9 is allowable for at least the same reasons. 

For the reasons states above, it is requested that this application be allowed. 



Attorney's Docket No. 1032360-000014 
Application No. 10/024,000 

Page 5 



Should any questions arise in connection with this application, or should the 
Examiner believe that a teleconference with the undersigned would be helpful in 
resolving any remaining issues pertaining to this application, the undersigned 
requests that he be contacted at the number indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc 

Date: March 19, 2007 By: /WCRowland/ 

William C. Rowland 
Registration No. 30888 

P.O. Box 1404 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1404 
(703) 836-6620 



